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1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Maine et aL 
The system of Maine (noting Figs. 2 and 3) includes an executive 104 that corresponds to the 
claimed media player (as it plays any of plural media from any of plural media sources). The 
image play can be done on a high-definition monitor (section [0062], and executive 104 can 
include plural input ports to accommodate plural portable media sources [0074], [0082], the 
executive being interfaced by unit 102 connected by an inherent port and indirectly connected to 
the output terminal of the executive 102 for selecting an image file from the portably stored 
content (from a DVD, for example), to generate a high definition image on the high definition 
display 108. 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 2-5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Maine et al. in view 
of Prinsen. 

Maine points out that his executive media player 104 can be upgraded through the use of 
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interchangeable modules (section [0082]). It would therefore have been obvious to 
upgrade his media player with the addition of a screen saver to monitor the lack of 
activity and therefore display substituted imagery, and for the additional benefit of 
presenting pleasing imagery when no active imagery is otherwise displayed, as taught by 
Prinsen (col. 4 lines 1-5 and lines 28-38), so allowed by Maine, thereby meeting claims 2 
and 3. 

As for claim 4, the screen saver imagery comes on when there is an insufficient amount 
of motion in the current imagery (designated by some inherent threshold as a stationary 
image: Prinsen col. 4 lines 28-30). 

As for claim 5, the imagery is inherently defined by a two-dimensional pixel array, and 
motion or lack thereof is detected and determined to represent stationary imagery when 
insufficient pixels exhibit motion, thereby triggering the screen-saver substitution. 

3. Claims 6, 7 and 13-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

Maine et al. in view of Kelly et al. 
As noted above, Maine points out that his executive media player 104 can be upgraded through 
the use of interchangeable modules (section [0082]). Kelly includes an auto-run file feature 
(col. 6 lines 23-26) which provides the benefit of running specific files without the need for 
user prompting, instead relying on file identification. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to include such an auto-run module in the system of Maine for the 
benefit of running selected multimedia files without the need for user intervention, and because 
Maine allows for system upgrades of any kind, thereby meeting claims 6 and 13. 
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As for claim 7, the image file of Kelly is an auto-run file, and since Maine allows for any 
module that provides an upgrade in his image/audio media player, it would have been obvious 
to use auto-run capabilities in his system to thereby enable automatic playback of image files 
instead of needing the input of the user. 

As for claim 14, because Maine in view of Kelly does not run files exclusive in an auto-run 
mode, those times where the system does not detect auto-run files would accordingly present 
user-prompted video, audio, or audio/video files from the portably-stored media source. 

As for claim 15, the user of the Maine/Kelly system has at any time options including plural 
high definition image sources, and files that include audio and video data, video only, and 
audio only. The choice of playing back audio which does not accompany the displayed high- 
definition video would have been obvious to include as an option, thereby increasing the 
playback options for the user and expanding the variety for and controls of the user. 
As for claim 16, Maine allows for any of plural sources to be accessible by his executive media 
player 104 (e.g. [0030], [0038], [0046], [0050], any of which can be designated a 'visualized 
since the imagery is programmably obtained therefrom and can be displayed on a high- 
definition monitor ([0062]). 

4. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Maine et al. in 
view of Saiki et al. 

The high-definition display unit of Saiki (noting Fig. 3) includes an ambient light sensor for 
adjusting the display characteristics upon determining the degree of ambient light during 
display operation (col. 7 line 62 - col. 8 line 21), resulting in an improved presentation that is 
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not effected by surrounding lighting conditions. It would have been obvious to include such a 
module in the system of Maine for the express purpose of maintaining adequate display 
brightness levels regardless of the ambient lighting conditions, and as Maine allows for a 
multitude of upgrading, as discussed throughout. 

5. Claims 9 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Maine et 
al. in view of Kelts. 

The multimedia player of Kelts (e.g. Figs. 1-4 and 27) includes high definition capabilities 
(section [0107]) as well as display orientation selection ([0088]) . It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art to include such orientation options in the multimedia player of 
Maine for the purpose of providing the user with extended display capabilities, to thereby 
present the user with as much variety and options for playback as possible, such being a high 
consideration of the skilled artisan in the multimedia presentation field. Furthermore, and as 
stated previously, Maine corroborates this as he points out that any plural upgrades in 
functionality of his multimedia player system is welcome, thereby meeting claims 9 and 21. 
As for claim 12, Maine also points out that any type of source device can be incorporated in his 
media player, including solid-state storage or any other removable or non-removable media 
([0036]). In view of this express allowance, it would have been obvious to use a flash card 
which is a type of removable media and which is very well known and as shown by Kelts in his 
similar media player (elements 794 and 784 in Fig. 27). 

6. Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Maine et al. in 
view of Hansen et al. 
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Since Maine allows for the inclusion of interchangeable modules for the purpose of upgrading 
his media player, it would have been obvious to include a thumbnail resolution manager as 
disclosed by Hansen in his high-definition media player [0006], [0074], [0099], [0100], which 
provides an upgrade by allowing displays to be selectively limited in size and therefore 
multiple simultaneous viewing of plural data. 

7. Claim 1 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Maine et al. in 
view ofLauer et al. 

It would also have been obvious to include a smart display manager module as disclosed by 
Lauer (col. 14 line 62 - col. 15 line 5) for the express benefit of scaling an image based on a 
display screen size or shape, which would thereby allow the user of Maine's system to 
accommodate any of the input sources regardless of their respective image dimensions, on the 
high resolution display screen. 

8. Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Maine et al. in 
view of Kelly, and in further view of Kelts. 

As discussed earlier, the multimedia player of Kelts (e.g. Figs. 1-4 and 27) includes high 
definition capabilities (section [0107]) as well as display orientation selection ([0088]) . It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to include such orientation options 
in the multimedia player of Maine as modified by Kelly for the purpose of providing the user 
with extended display capabilities, to thereby present the user with as much variety and options 
for playback as possible, such being a high consideration of the skilled artisan in the 
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multimedia presentation field. Furthermore, and as stated previously, Maine corroborates this 
as he points out that any plural upgrades in functionality of his multimedia player system are 
welcome, thereby meeting claim 21. 

9. Claims 17 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Maine 
et al. in view of Kelly et al. in further view of Lection et al. 

The media player of Lection (e.g. [0017]) includes a task view interface, the express benefit 
being the ability to alternate between viewable task panes ([0041]). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to include such a task view interface in the system of 
Maine as modified by Kelly for the clear purpose of switching between plural data from 
respective sources and/or files, thereby enabling ready navigation in the selection process. 
Such display options would have been obvious to cover the plural audio/video file selection of 
Maine, as well as stopping display of image data (as is always an option for the viewer), and 
subsequent display of task options to allow the user to proceed in the source/file selection 
options. 

10. Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Maine et al. in 
view of Kelly et al. and Lection et al. in further view of Hansen et al. 

Since Maine allows for the inclusion of interchangeable modules for the purpose of upgrading 
his media player, it would have been obvious to include a thumbnail resolution manager as 
disclosed by Hansen in his high-definition media player [0006], [0074], [0099], [0100], which 
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provides an upgrade by allowing displays to be selectively limited in size and therefore a 
reduction in the number of pixels constituting the image, thereby allowing therefore multiple 
simultaneous views of plural data in thumbnail formats. 

11. Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Maine et al. in 
view of Kelly et al. in further view of Lauer et al. 

It would also have been obvious to include a smart display manager module as disclosed by 
Lauer (col. 14 line 62 - col. 15 line 5) for the express benefit of scaling an image based on a 
display screen size or shape, which would thereby allow the user of Maine's system to 
accommodate any of the input sources regardless of their respective image dimensions, on the 
high resolution display screen, explained earlier. 

12. Claim22 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Maine et al. in 
view of Kelly et al. and in further view of Prinsen. 

As discussed throughout, Maine points out that his executive media player 104 can be 
upgraded through the use of interchangeable modules (section [0082]). It would therefore 
have been obvious to upgrade his media player with the addition of auto-run files as taught by 
Kelly as explained above, and with the inclusion of a screen saver to monitor the lack of 
activity and therefore display substituted imagery, and for the additional benefit of presenting 
pleasing imagery when no active imagery is otherwise displayed, as taught by Prinsen (col. 4 
lines 1-5 and lines 28-38), so allowed by Maine, thereby meeting claim 22. 
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13. Claim 23 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Maine et al. in 
view of Kelly et al. and Prinsen, and in further view of Saiki et al. 

Reviewing Saiki, his high-definition display unit (noting Fig. 3) includes an ambient light 
sensor for adjusting the display characteristics upon determining the degree of ambient light 
during display operation (col. 7 line 62 - col. 8 line 21), resulting in an improved presentation 
that is not effected by surrounding lighting conditions. It would have been obvious to include 
such a module in the system of Maine as modified by Kelly and Prinsen, for the express 
purpose of maintaining adequate display brightness levels regardless of the ambient lighting 
conditions, and as Maine allows for a multitude of upgrading, as discussed throughout. 

14. Claim 25 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Maine et al. in 
view of Kelly et al. and Prinsen, and in further view of Kelts. 

As discussed previously, the multimedia player of Kelts (e.g. Figs. 1-4 and 27) includes high 
definition capabilities (section [0107]) as well as display orientation selection ([0088]) . It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to include such orientation options 
in the multimedia player of Maine as modified by Prinsen and Kelly for the purpose of 
providing the user with extended display capabilities by either identifying the image 
orientation and responding thereto, or by allowing the user to orient the image as he pleases, 
thereby presenting the user with as much variety and options for playback as possible, such 
being a high consideration of the skilled artisan in the multimedia presentation field. 
Furthermore, and as stated previously, Maine corroborates this as he points out that any plural 
upgrades in functionality of his multimedia player system are welcome. 
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15. Claim 24 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Maine et al. in 
view of Kelly et al. and Prinsen, and in further view of Wall et al. 

The multimedia player of Wall (102 in Fig. 4) includes slideshow presentation capable of 
presenting different media downloaded from a source ([0004], [0020], [0022]). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to include such in Maine as modified by Kelly 
and Prinsen since Maine allows for any of possible upgrades for enhancing data presentation of 
various media, a slideshow format offering plural sequential data presentation. 

16. Claim 26 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Jiang et al. 

Jiang (noting Figs. 1, 2 and 6) displays imagery in high-definition form on a media player (any 
of various kinds: col. 12 lines 7-11), and includes any of various source devices including 
peripherals, storage devices, disks and ROMs (col. 2 lines 54-67). His system includes an 
engine 220 that is capable of generating first and second high-definition imagery on display 
150, and overlaying animation (e.g. col. 5 lines 55-65), wherein an event indicator is included 
to indicate that an event associated with the overlay is occurring, which in turn flips or 
switches the high-definition display presentation (col. 6 lines 37-63). The display of any 
electronically-generated imagery can be considered electronic art. 

1 7. Claim 27 appears allowable over the prior art. 
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1 8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Victor R. Kostak whose telephone number is 703 305-4374. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday from 6:30am-3:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John W. Miller can be reached on 703 305-4795. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Any response to this final action should be mailed to: 

Box AF 

Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 
Washington, D.C. 20231 

Or faxed to: 

(703) 872-9306 (for Technology Center 2600 only) 

Hand-delivered responses should be brought to Crystal Park II, 2121 Crystal 
Drive, Arlington. VA., Sixth Floor (Receptionist). 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the Technology Center 2600 Customer Service Office whose telephone 
number is (703) 308-HELP. 
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